Research exploring God representations has tended to assume that these constructs are unitary in nature. However, a considerable research literature has illustrated ways in which people's representations of self and others are complex. Given that Christians believe in 1 God but also the 3 distinct members of the Trinity, the present research used this theological construct to test whether religious believers can have structurally complex God representations, examining within-subject differences in Christian participants' understandings of God the Father, Jesus, and the Holy Spirit. Study 1 compared descriptions of the Trinity using adjective checklists, self/other overlap, and target-directed emotions; Study 2 compared personality judgments of the Trinity; and Study 3 investigated the relative salience of each way of thinking about God using a reaction time (RT) paradigm. Results demonstrated that, consistent with believers having cognitively complex God representations, participants had differentiated ways of thinking about and relating to each member of the Trinity.
Theorists in the field of psychology of religion have long been interested in the content of individuals' God-representations. To this end, researchers have distinguished many features of people's representations of God, including beliefs about what God is like (e.g., Bader & Froese, 2005; Benson & Spilka, 1973; Gorsuch, 1968) , emotions and attitudes toward God (e.g., Exline, 2002; Exline, Park, Smyth, & Carey, 2011) , attachment style with God (e.g., Beck & McDonald, 2004; Granqvist, 2006; Granqvist, Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010; Rowatt & Kirkpatrick, 2002) , the extent to which God is in control of what happens in the world and in one's life (e.g., Barrett & Zahl, 2013; Spilka & Schmidt, 1983; Weeks & Lupfer, 2000; Welton, Adkins, Ingle, & Dixon, 1996) , and how people represent theological constructions of God in their everyday reasoning (e.g., Barrett, 2011; Barrett & Keil, 1996) , to name a few. However, it has been argued that although the field of social cognition has shown that people think about themselves and others in structurally complex ways, many psychological studies engage with God-representations in terms that do not acknowledge the potential for complexity (Gibson, 2007) .
Social-cognitive research shows that although most people maintain a consistent sense of self (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Swann, Jr., 2012; Swann, Jr. & Read, 1981) , they actually experience the self in different ways at different times. These context-dependent ways of understanding the self may be framed in different ways depending on the theoretical background-for example, multiplicity (Bromberg, 1996) , schemas (Markus & Wurf, 1987) , working self-concepts (Markus & Wurf, 1987) , possible selves (Higgins, 1987; Markus & Nurius, 1986; Oyserman & Markus, 1990) , selfcomplexity (Linville, 1987) , or the Multiple Self-Aspects Framework (McConnell, 2011) . What these models of self representation have in common is that they are structurally complex, with multiple context-dependent ways of understanding the self existing alongside each other within the overarching self-concept.
The complex structure of self-knowledge is applicable to our representations of close others (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Pryor & Ostrom, 1981) . We know a multitude of information about close others and that information tends to be organized in similar ways to our self-representations (Brown, Young, & McConnell, 2009) . Given this tendency, it is helpful to use our knowledge about how we conceptualize the self and others as a template for understanding the ways in which people think about supernatural others. Doing so provides us with ready-made hypotheses regarding how people mentally represent God, in line with previous socialcognitive research.
The Complexity of Religious Knowledge
Research has shown that people may simultaneously have different types of knowledge (e.g., Barrett, 1999) and experiences (e.g., Whitehouse, 2002) regarding religion that roughly correspond to dual-process models of cognition, and this extends to knowledge about supernatural others in particular. Different ways of understanding God include "god images" versus "god concepts" (Davis, Moriarty, & Mauch, 2013; Rizzuto, 1979) , "head" versus "heart" knowledge (Zahl, Sharp, & Gibson, 2013) , "normative" versus "personal" images (Jonker, Eurelings-Bontekoe, Zock, & Jonker, 2007) , and "propositional" knowledge (theological or doctrinal understanding) versus "experiential" knowledge (understanding based on personal experience; Zahl & Gibson, 2012; Zahl, Sharp, & Gibson, 2013) . For example, a Christian might theologically "know" that God loves her (propositional knowledge), but might not actually experience God's love in her life (experiential knowledge). These distinctions are useful, but they are somewhat limiting in that they only distinguish two types of knowledge about God. We argue that there are additional ways in which we can observe and measure complexity in people's Godrepresentations.
Perhaps the most straightforward example of this complexity is that informed by religious traditions' teachings. Many religions theologically support more than one way of thinking about supernatural others. Sometimes this is in separate forms-for example, gods, ancestors, saints, or angels, all with different histories, traits, and specialties-and sometimes in complex ways of thinking about a particular supernatural other-for example, the 99 names of Allah, the "triune" God in Christianity. The Christian Trinity is particularly useful in the study of the complexity of Godrepresentations because it consists of three distinct aspects of God (here termed "God the Father," "Jesus," and "the Holy Spirit") with characteristic descriptions.
1 As such, we can compare across participants to investigate whether people think of these aspects in predictably different ways. Although research shows that people do not always think about religion in theologically correct ways (e.g., Barrett, 1999) , that does not mean that people do not use theological concepts when thinking about supernatural others. In fact, theological concepts can have large influences on behavior (Whitehouse, 2005) and emotion (Thagard, 2005) . Thus, although we would not expect the majority of our participants to have complex knowledge about the intricacies of Trinitarian theology, we would expect them to espouse belief in the Trinity and for that belief to have personal significance.
Given that there are three distinct "persons" included in the Trinity, we may expect Christians' representations of the members of the Trinity to differ in particular patterns, based on cultural understandings of their characteristic descriptions. Although not all Christians' representations of the Trinity will be identical, there are some key areas where we would expect to find systematic differences, based on the social roles and metaphors that are frequently used to describe them. God the Father is typically understood to be the God of the Old Testament, playing supernatural roles such as Creator, as well as more anthropomorphized roles such as Father and Judge (Sullivan, n.d.) ; Jesus, on the other hand, is believed to have lived a human life on Earth, and is described as the "son of God" (Sullivan, n.d.) . Compared with images of God the Father and Jesus, who are generally depicted as human beings in religious artwork, the Holy Spirit is probably the least easily described of the three members of the Trinity-both theologically and in terms of lay conceptions-and is often depicted through metaphors such as flames or a dove (Van Dusen, 1958) .
Given these descriptive tendencies, we hypothesize that there are systematic differences in how people describe and relate to the members of the Trinity. Study 1 investigates descriptions of, self/other overlap with, and emotions toward the Trinity. Study 2 investigates the perceived personalities of Trinity members using the Five-Factor Model. Finally, Study 3 investigates the relative salience of the members of the Trinity using a RT task. These studies will systematically investigate the ways in which Christians understand the Trinity as well as provide evidence for the hypothesis that people think about God in measurably distinct ways. This has wider implications for how people think about and relate to God in different situations.
Study 1: Descriptions of the Trinity
Study 1 compared participants' explicit cognitive representations of the Trinity, using a within-subjects design. This was measured with respect to both propositional and experiential knowledge; thus, in effect, these analyses investigated six separate and distinct God schemas.
Method
This study was conducted online and included 50 self-identified Christian participants who indicated that they believed in God, from a mixed student and community sample recruited via university mailing lists in Cambridge, U.K.: 62.2% female, 83.3% White (1 missing), mean age ϭ 24.7 (7 missing). Participants answered adjective checklist, self/other overlap, and emotion scales for each member of the Trinity, counterbalanced across participants to control for order effects.
Adjective checklist. Given that people tend to think about supernatural others as anthropomorphized people (with regard to psychological rather than physiological properties; Shtulman & Lindeman, 2015) with additional, counterintuitive properties (Barrett, 2004; Barrett & Keil, 1996; Boyer, 2001; Tremlin, 2006) , an adjective checklist was created using multiple adjective-types, including positive, negative, and supernatural adjectives. The adjective list was adapted from a previously published list (Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996) and research assessing the relevance of different types of trait words to God representations (Zahl & Gibson, 2008) . Participants completed checklists for the members of the Trinity according to their propositional knowledge ("Do you feel that the following adjectives are descriptive of God the Father in your theological understanding?") and experiential knowledge ("Do you feel that the following adjectives are descriptive of God the Father in your personal experience?"). Past research has shown that people's propositional knowledge of God tends to be more positive than their experiential knowledge (Zahl & Gibson, 2012) .
We hypothesized that there would be differences in participants' descriptions using the adjective checklist (hypothesis 1), with representations of God the Father being described predominantly with supernatural and human adjectives, given characteristic roles such as Creator and Father (hypothesis 1a), representations of Jesus being described predominantly with human adjectives, given that he is believed to have lived a human life (hypothesis 1b), and representations of Holy Spirit being the least describable across both human and supernatural adjectives given that the Holy Spirit is the least easily described and depicted of the Trinity members (hypothesis 1c). We also hypothesized based on past research (Zahl & Gibson, 2012; Zahl, Sharp, & Gibson, 2013 ) that propositional and experiential descriptions of the members of the Trinity would differ, with propositional descriptions being more supernatural and positive than experiential descriptions (hypothesis 2).
Self/other overlap. Self/other overlap has been shown to be relevant to religious individuals' relationships with God (Hodges, Sharp, Gibson, & Tipsord, 2013) . Thus, using the above adjective checklists and a checklist for the self, the self-percentage of adjective overlap (the percentage of adjectives used to describe the self that are also used to describe the other person) was calculated for all self/Trinity member comparisons (method adapted from Davis et al., 1996) .
We hypothesized that participants would overlap more with God the Father and Jesus, who are likely described in more human-like ways, than the Holy Spirit (hypothesis 3), that because propositional knowledge tends to be more positive while experiential knowledge tends to be more negative (hypothesis 1; Zahl & Gibson, 2012) , people would overlap more in their propositional knowledge than experiential knowledge for positive adjective overlap (hypothesis 4a), and that the opposite would be true for negative adjective overlap (hypothesis 4b).
Emotions toward God. The Emotions toward God Scale (adapted from Murken, 2007; Jonker et al., 2008; and Yarborough, 2009 ) includes a positive subscale (e.g., "love" "thankfulness"), a negative attitudes toward God subscale (e.g., "anger" "annoyance"), and a negative attitudes toward the self in reference to God subscale (e.g., "failure" "anxiety"). Emotions were measured using a 5-point scale from never to very frequently, with "n/a" (recoded as "never") as an additional option. Previous research using a sample of British Christians found that people ascribe positive emotions toward God most frequently, followed by negative emotions about the self in reference to God, and with negative emotions toward God being the least frequent (Sharp, 2010) .
It was hypothesized following the pattern noted above, that of the three emotion types, people would report feeling positive emotions the most often, followed by negative emotions about the self, and with negative emotions toward the Trinity as the least common emotion type (hypothesis 5a), and that people would feel fewer emotions toward the Holy Spirit than toward God the Father and Jesus, given that they likely represent the Holy Spirit in less human-like terms than either Jesus or God the Father (hypothesis 5b).
Results
Because this was a within-subjects design, factorial repeatedmeasures ANOVAs were used to determine whether there were differences between (a) how people described the members of the Trinity, according to their propositional and experiential knowledge, (b) how much self/other overlap people felt with members of the Trinity, and (c) the frequency with which people felt emotions toward members of the Trinity.
2 Where sphericity was violated, Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were used. Effect sizes reported are partial eta squared, with .01, .06, and .14 indicating values for small, medium, and large effects (Cohen, 1988) .
Adjective checklist. For supernatural adjectives, there were main effects of both Trinity member, F(2, 72) ϭ 8.10, p ϭ .001, p 2 ϭ .18, and propositional/experiential knowledge, F(1, 36) ϭ 5.39, p ϭ .026, p 2 ϭ .13, with no interaction. There were significant differences between propositional and experiential knowledge of God the Father (p ϭ .015) and the Holy Spirit (p ϭ .002), with participants using more supernatural adjectives in their propositional knowledge. Additionally, there were significant differences between God the Father and Jesus for both propositional (p ϭ .002) and experiential knowledge (p ϭ .021), and between God the Father and the Holy Spirit for both propositional (p ϭ .013) and experiential knowledge (p ϭ .031), with more supernatural adjectives being ascribed to God the Father than either Jesus or the Holy Spirit (see Table 1 ).
For positive adjectives, there were main effects of both Trinity member, F(1.41, 50.75) ϭ 7.36, p ϭ .004, p 2 ϭ .17 and propositional/experiential knowledge, F(1, 36) ϭ 13.82, p ϭ .001, p 2 ϭ .23, with no interaction. There were significant differences between propositional and experiential knowledge of God the Father (p ϭ .001), Jesus (p ϭ .045), and the Holy Spirit (p ϭ .017), with more positive adjectives used in participants' propositional knowledge. Additionally, there were significant differences between the Holy Spirit and God the Father for propositional knowledge (p ϭ .031), and between the Holy Spirit and Jesus for both propositional (p ϭ .014) and experiential knowledge (p ϭ .04), with fewer positive adjectives ascribed to the Holy Spirit than either God the Father or Jesus.
For negative adjectives, there were main effects of both Trinity member, F(2, 72) ϭ 15.03, p Ͻ .001, p 2 ϭ .30, and propositional/ experiential knowledge, F(1, 36) ϭ 4.91, p ϭ .033, p 2 ϭ .12, with no interaction. There were significant differences between propositional and experiential knowledge of Jesus (p ϭ .011) and the Holy Spirit (p ϭ .030), with more negative adjectives used in people's experiential knowledge. Additionally, there were significant differences between descriptions of God the Father and the Holy Spirit for both propositional (p Ͻ .001) and experiential knowledge (p ϭ .002), and between God the Father and Jesus for both propositional (p Ͻ .001) and experiential knowledge (p ϭ .011), with more negative adjectives ascribed to God the Father than Jesus and the Holy Spirit.
Self/other overlap. For supernatural adjective overlap, there were no main effects of either Trinity or propositional/experiential knowledge, likely because the participants in this study did not describe themselves in supernatural ways (M ϭ 0.65 adjectives out of a possible 13), meaning that there was nothing to overlap with. However, people did describe themselves with both positive adjectives (M ϭ 7.11 out of a possible 9) and negative adjectives (M ϭ 2.73 out of a possible 9), which allowed for the comparison of self/other overlap with Trinity members on these adjectivetypes.
2 Answers on all scales were quite skewed. We conducted both parametric and nonparametric tests, and found few differences. Nonparametric analyses are available from the first author on request. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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For positive adjective overlap, there was a main effect of both Trinity member, F(1.53, 55.10) ϭ 5.85, p ϭ .009, p 2 ϭ .14, and propositional/experiential knowledge, F(1, 36) ϭ 11.91, p ϭ .001, p 2 ϭ .25, with no interaction. There were significant differences between self/other overlap of propositional and experiential knowledge of God the Father (p ϭ .003), Jesus (p ϭ .023), and the Holy Spirit (p ϭ .041), with participants reporting more overlap in their propositional knowledge. Additionally, there were significant differences between the Holy Spirit and God the Father (p ϭ .046) and the Holy Spirit and Jesus (p ϭ .014) for propositional knowledge overlap, with people reporting less overlap with the Holy Spirit than with God the Father and Jesus.
For negative adjective overlap, there was a main effect of the Trinity, F(2, 72) ϭ 3.57, p ϭ .033, p 2 ϭ .09, but not propositional/ experiential knowledge, and there was no interaction. The only significant simple effect was between God the Father and Jesus (p ϭ .025) for propositional knowledge overlap, with people reporting more overlap with God the Father than Jesus.
Emotions toward trinity members. 2 ϭ .14. Differences between emotion-types felt toward each Trinity member were all significant at the p Ͻ .001 level, with positive emotions felt the most frequently, negative emotions toward the self felt the second-most frequently, and negative emotions toward the Trinity member felt the least frequently. Additionally, there were differences between how frequently emotions were felt toward the three Trinity members. For negative emotions toward the Trinity, the only significant difference was between God the Father and the Holy Spirit (p ϭ .045), with fewer negative emotions felt toward the Holy Spirit than God the Father. Negative emotions toward the self were felt the most frequently for God the Father, the second most frequently for Jesus, and the least frequently for the Holy Spirit, with significant differences between God the Father and Jesus (p ϭ .032), God the Father and the Holy Spirit (p Ͻ .001), and Jesus and the Holy Spirit (p ϭ .002). Finally, for positive emotions, there were significant differences between the Holy Spirit and God the Father (p Ͻ .001) and the Holy Spirit and Jesus (p Ͻ .001), with fewer emotions felt toward the Holy Spirit than toward God the Father and Jesus.
Conclusion
These findings support the argument that people conceptualize aspects of God in different ways, operationalized through the comparison of the three distinct aspects of the Trinity. Comparing people's descriptions of the members of the Trinity according to the adjective checklists and self/other overlap measures, it is clear that people understand there to be a difference between propositional and experiential knowledge of God as well as between the different members of the Trinity. Particularly, consistent with past research, propositional knowledge of God tends to be more positive than experiential knowledge. Moreover, this distinction is pertinent within particular aspects of the God-representation. That is, people have articulable propositional and experiential knowledge of all three Trinity members within their overall Godrepresentation, meaning that in effect, people have at least six distinguishable context-dependent ways of thinking about God.
There are also target-specific differences in how people answer the adjective, overlap, and emotions subscales. God the Father tends to be described in a more supernatural way, which may include some negative elements (e.g., words like "harsh"). This may correspond to depictions of God the Father as severe and/or judging in the Bible, which particularly appear in the Old Testament. Jesus, on the other hand, tends to be described in more human-like positive terms. This makes intuitive sense, given that he is believed to have lived a human life on Earth. Finally, there were no adjective types that were more descriptive of the Holy Spirit than they were of God the Father and Jesus. This fits our hypothesis that the Holy Spirit is the least describable member of the Trinity.
There were also differences in how people understood themselves in relationship to the members of the Trinity, with people overlapping less with the Holy Spirit. Finally, for the emotions subscales, the pattern of which types of emotions were felt most often was the same across all targets. However, people felt fewer emotions toward the Holy Spirit across all emotion-types. This result highlights an overarching finding of this study-that people tend to feel less emotion toward and report less adjective overlap with the Holy Spirit, likely because of a tendency to think of the Holy Spirit in less human-like ways than God the Father and Jesus.
These findings give evidence for the conclusion that people think about the Trinity in consistently different ways, similarly to how people think about themselves and others (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Markus & Wurf, 1987) , and raise a particular variable of interest in the extent to which Trinity members are conceptualized as being human-like. In particular, the Holy Spirit is not described using human-like adjectives and is not as emotionally relevant as Jesus or God the Father. However, although we found many significant differences with medium-to-large effect sizes between This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
conceptualizations of Trinity members, the sample was relatively small, indicating that care must be taken in generalizing from these findings. Thus, to further address the extent to which Trinity members were considered to be human-like, as well as potential denominational differences in people's representations of the Trinity, in Study 2 we assessed the perceived personalities of Trinity members.
Study 2: The Personalities of the Trinity
The Five Factor Model (FFM) of personality includes Agreeableness, Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness. Several studies have applied this type of personality assessment to the religious domain, in reference to the figure of Jesus, or Christ (e.g., Beck, 1999; Francis & Astley, 1997; Piedmont, Williams, & Ciarrocchi, 1997; Strawn & Alexander, 2008) , with Jesus being described as high in Agreeableness and low in Neuroticism (Piedmont, Williams, & Ciarrocchi, 1997) . Moreover, people's ratings of their own personality have been shown to correlate with their perceptions of Christ's personality (Strawn & Alexander, 2008) , with 11% of the variance in perceptions of Jesus' personality found to correlate with self-personality ratings in one study (Piedmont, Williams, & Ciarrocchi, 1997) . Study 2 expands this line of research to apply the FFM to all three members of the Trinity.
Given that the FFM is based on the ways in which people describe human others, we expected some of those descriptions to be more relevant to people's representations of members of the Trinity than others. Agreeableness, as it addresses behavior toward other people, is especially pertinent to the God relationship. Analyses of representations of God have identified dimensions of the character of God which are similar to conceptualizations of the Agreeableness dimension of personality-for example, loving/ controlling (Benson & Spilka, 1973) , nurturing/disciplining (Roberts, 1989) , and benevolence (Johnson, Li, Cohen, & Okun, 2013) . Conscientiousness, having to do with self-discipline and reliability, would also seem to be pertinent to representations of God. Additionally, Neuroticism seemed likely to be relevant as an element of personality on which God would score in the low range-that is, people would describe God as not being a worrier. In comparison with these first three personality factors, the applicability of Extraversion and Openness to God's personality is less obvious. Extraversion, referring to how sociable a person is, would seem to be less applicable, given that people do not generally perceive God as "hanging out" or socializing with others. Additionally, although God is often considered to be "Creator," Openness is operationalized as a more "human" kind of imagination and interestedness in the world, and thus is likely less relevant to descriptions of God.
Finally, we investigated whether there were denominational differences in how people represent the Trinity. In addition to potential differences between theological teachings, research has shown "cultural differences" between Catholics and Protestants (Cohen & Hill, 2007; Li et al., 2012) . However, given the fact that peoples' religious ideas do not always align neatly with theological teachings (Barrett, 1999) , we hypothesized that statistically significant denominational differences would be unlikely.
In Study 2, we hypothesized that people would generally find the FFM personality traits applicable to Trinity members (hypothesis 1), but that people would find personality scales to be the least applicable to the Holy Spirit (hypothesis 2). Additionally, we hypothesized that there would be no significant differences in how Catholic or Greek/Eastern Orthodox and non-Catholic Christians assessed Trinity members' personalities (hypothesis 3).
Method
The participants for Study 2 were recruited from a university in the American Southwest, and completed the questionnaire online. Only participants who self-identified as Christian (55% NonCatholic Christian, 45% Catholic or Greek/Eastern Orthodox), who at least "slightly believed" in all members of the Trinity, were assessed for the following analysis (n ϭ 121, mean age ϭ 20.8, 77.7% female, 60.5% White).
Participants completed the 10-item version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-10; Rammstedt & John, 2007) for the self and all members of the Trinity (counterbalanced across participants to control for order effects), on a 5-point scale from strongly disagree (Ϫ2) to neutral (0) to strongly agree (2).
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Results
Applicability of personality findings. Given that the FFM personality traits are based on adjectives used to describe human beings rather than supernatural others, it was possible that participants would find the scales to not be applicable to members of the Trinity, and thus, the first analysis determined the applicability of the FFM to the Trinity. The Likert scale for the BFI-10 personality questionnaire included a neutral response, and thus participants who did not think of a member of the Trinity as having a particular personality trait had the option of choosing the "neutral" category rather than making a positive or negative judgment. A notable number of participants chose the "neutral" option for all 10 personality questions describing Trinity members, and it was interpreted that this response pattern likely indicated a reluctance to make personality judgments about the Trinity member in question (i.e., did not feel that personality judgments were applicable). Thus, we compared the percentage of participants who answered "neutral" to all personality questions across Trinity members. Roughly twice as many people made all-neutral judgments for the Holy Spirit (22.5%) than both God the Father (11.67%) and Jesus (11.67%). From these findings, it appears that participants generally consider personality measure data to be more applicable to God the Father and Jesus than to the Holy Spirit.
Descriptions of trinity members' personalities. Next, we investigated whether there were differences in how people described the personalities of Trinity members. All descriptions were skewed, with people tending toward either extreme or neutral scoring of the Trinity members' personalities. Descriptions of God the Father and Jesus were very similar, with the same mode answers for all five factors (strongly agree for Agreeableness and 3 The BFI-10 retains significant levels of validity and reliability compared with the BFI-44, and is recommended for research settings with time constraints (Rammstedt & John, 2007) . Given the need to administer the measure for each member of the Trinity, and the fact that we were comparing across Trinity members rather than creating personality profiles, the BFI-10 was used in place of longer measures. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Conscientiousness, strongly disagree for Neuroticism, and neutral for Extraversion and Openness). Descriptions of the Holy Spirit differed in that three of these traits were bimodal: Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (strongly agree and neutral), and Neuroticism (strongly disagree and neutral). Denominational differences. Finally, we compared nonCatholic Christians' and Catholic or Greek/Eastern Orthodox Christians' responses using independent t tests, and found no significant differences between the two groups on descriptions of Trinity members' personalities.
Conclusion
Following the pattern in Study 1, we found that personality scales were considered to be more applicable to God the Father and Jesus than to the Holy Spirit. Additionally, as hypothesized, some personality factors (Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism) were considered to be more applicable to the Trinity than others (Extraversion and Openness).
The findings from these first two studies provide support for the theory that people have complex cognitive representations of God. However, the measures used in these studies were all self-report and therefore subject to social desirability concerns. Thus, in Study 3 we used a RT test in order to examine differences in the salience of words used to describe members of the Trinity.
Study 3: Timed Trait-Word Descriptiveness Judgments of the Trinity
Although the previous studies have shown that there are differences in how people explicitly describe the Trinity, it is difficult to infer the extent to which these differences are salient. In other words, people describe the members of the Trinity differently when given unlimited time-but are there differences in how quickly they can access their representations about the Trinity? This salience can be measured using the self-reference effect judgment-speed paradigm. People tend to be faster at making yes/no trait-word judgments about targets who are well-known. For example, people respond faster to self-referent information than unfamiliar other-referent information (e.g., Kuiper & Rogers, 1979) . Research applying this type of experimentation to people's God-representations has found that there is a "God-reference effect" (Gibson, 2006) , in which some Christians (who have elaborated God representations) have similar or even faster RTs for God-relevant stimuli than for self-relevant stimuli.
Given the systematic differences in representations of Trinity members as seen in Studies 1 and 2, we would expect to find differences in people's RTs regarding trait-word judgments (positive, negative, and supernatural) of those Trinity members ("targets"), with faster RTs suggesting that thinking about the target in a particular way is more familiar and salient to the participant. Using this type of experimentation, even if people describe the members of the Trinity in the same way, differences in judgment speeds would indicate that people are more used to thinking about a particular target in that way. For example, all subjects may respond "yes" to the word loving for all targets, yet may be faster to do so for one target than for another.
Method
A mixed student and community sample was gathered via university mailing lists and snowball sampling in Cambridge, U.K. (mean age ϭ 29.9, 68.6% female, 82.4% White), consisting of self-identified Christians who believed in God (n ϭ 51; 59% Non-Catholic Christian, 33% Catholic or Greek/Eastern Orthodox, 8% Other Christian ["Christian Other," "Evangelical," "LatterDay Saints/Mormon"]). Participants were individually brought into a lab setting and presented with a screen that read "Describes [target]?" followed by a positive, negative, or supernatural word, and answered either "yes" or "no."
Reaction times were analyzed by word-type and schematicity. Positive schematicity refers to responses that are schematic (i.e., answering "yes" to positive adjectives and "no" to negative adjectives, given that people tended to describe all targets in positive terms), whereas negative schematicity refers to responses that are not schematic (i.e., answering "no" to positive adjectives and "yes" to negative adjectives). Past research has found that Christians tend to be slower in responding to negatively schematic words than positively schematic words for both the self and God (Gibson, 2006) .
We hypothesized that participants would be faster at responding to positively schematic words than negatively schematic words for all targets (hypothesis 1), that participants would be faster at responding to supernatural words descriptive of God the Father (hypothesis 2), that participants would be faster at responding to positive human words descriptive of Jesus (hypothesis 3), and that participants would be slower in responding to all word-types for the Holy Spirit (hypothesis 4).
Results
The raw data were positively skewed, so time-outs (RTs over 5000 ms) were deleted from the analysis and the data was log transformed to base 10 ( Bargh & Chartrand, 2000) before being analyzed using factorial repeated-measures ANOVAs.
Target ؋ Schematicity. We first examined differences in RTs with regard to schematicity for self, God the Father, Jesus, and the Holy Spirit (see Figure 1) . Given that to be included in the repeated measures analysis, individuals must have made negatively schematic judgments for all targets (a relatively uncommon This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
occurrence in this sample), only 10 participants were included in this analysis. Mauchly's test of sphericity was not violated, there was no main effect of target, and there was no interaction, but there was a significant main effect of schematicity, F(1, 9) ϭ 24.71, p ϭ .001, p 2 ϭ .73, with significant pairwise comparisons between positively and negatively schematic answers for all targets except for the self: for God the Father (p ϭ .005), for Jesus (p ϭ .006), and for the Holy Spirit (p ϭ .028). Although the response times for the self were not significantly different, they still followed the same pattern the other targets. Thus, a follow-up paired samples t test was run using the full sample of participants who made negatively schematic judgments for the self (n ϭ 39). The analysis showed that people were significantly slower at making negatively schematic judgments than positively schematic judgments, t(38) ϭ Ϫ3.60, p ϭ .001, d ϭ Ϫ.57.
Target ؋ Word-type. We then assessed differences in RTs by word-type, using only positively schematic judgments (i.e., "yes" responses to positive and supernatural words, and "no" responses to negative words; see Figure 2 ). Mauchly's test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been violated for the main effect of word-type, 2 (2) ϭ 6.06, p ϭ .048, so the degrees of freedom were corrected using the GreenhouseGeisser estimate of sphericity (ε ϭ .90). After this correction, there was a significant main effect of word-type, F(1.79, 89.58) ϭ 6.58, p ϭ .003, p 2 ϭ .12. There was also a significant main effect of target, F(2, 100) ϭ 16.81, p Ͻ .001, p 2 ϭ .25, and a significant interaction between target and word-type, F(4, 200) ϭ 4.64, p ϭ .001, p 2 ϭ .09. For positive words, people were slower at answering for the Holy Spirit than they were for both God the Father (p ϭ .001) and Jesus (p Ͻ .001). For supernatural words, people were significantly faster at answering for God the Father than they were for the Holy Spirit (p Ͻ .001). Finally, for negative words, there were no significant differences in judgment speeds.
Additionally, breaking the interaction down by Trinity member, we found that for God the Father, people responded to negative words significantly slower than both positive (p ϭ .044) and supernatural words (p ϭ .003). For Jesus, people answered positive words significantly faster than both supernatural words (p Ͻ .001) and negative words (p Ͻ .001). Finally, for the Holy Spirit there were no significant differences in people's responses by word-type. Thus, as hypothesized, the findings by word-type and Trinity member coincide with the differences found in trait-word descriptiveness in Study 1.
Conclusion
The "Target ϫ Schematicity" RT analysis showed that thinking in positively schematic ways was more automatic than thinking in negatively schematic ways in reference to all members of the Trinity as well as the self. Thus, the "God-reference effect" (Gibson, 2006) extends to people's representations of Trinity members in addition to "God" as a unitary construct.
Moreover, the "Target ϫ Word-type" analysis indicated that certain ways of thinking about God are more salient than others, with positive words being more salient for God the Father and Jesus than for the Holy Spirit, supernatural words being more salient for God the Father than for Jesus and the Holy Spirit, and negative words being dismissed more automatically for Jesus than for the Holy Spirit. People's responses in reference to God the Father tended to be faster for positive and supernatural words, and slower for negative words, suggesting that it is more salient to think about God the Father's supernatural and positive attributes. People's responses in reference to Jesus, on the other hand, were fastest for positive words, and slower for supernatural and negative words. These findings suggest that Jesus' human-like attributes are the most salient. There were no significant differences between word-types for the Holy Spirit, indicating that there are not ways of thinking about the Holy Spirit that are particularly salient, at least that were assessed in this study.
General Discussion
Analyses of Christians' representations of the Trinity, as measured in these three studies, support the argument that people can and do think about God in different ways depending on the context (i.e., which way of thinking about God is relevant at that particular time). God the Father, Jesus, and the Holy Spirit have characteristic conceptualizations, which can be differentiated based on measures of descriptiveness, self/other overlap, emotions, and personality. Additionally, these aspects of God tend to be differentially salient to participants, with these differences matching up with their characteristic traits (e.g., people describe God the Father with more supernatural traits, and are also faster at responding to whether or not supernatural traits describe God the Father). Taken together, these findings provide evidence for determining the ways in which people generally understand the Christian Trinity, and furthermore show that people do not always mean the same thing by the term "God." Rather, they may draw from a multitude of representations within that overarching construct.
These findings have demonstrated the complexity of God representations in the context of theological differentiations. To do this, all Christians' God representations have been treated as having the same structure. Our findings were consistent across the three studies; however, it is important to note the limitations of our sample, which consisted predominantly of young, white, Western, English-speaking college students, and is thus not representative of all Christians across the world. As such, the findings presented This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
should be considered within the context of this sample, as we were not able to fully capture the diversity of Christian ideas and experiences in these studies. Although we found no statistically significant denominational differences between Catholic or Greek/ Eastern Orthodox and non-Catholic Christians in Study 2, there are likely individual differences among Christians in how people relate to the members of the Trinity that we were not able to examine in the present research. For example, Pentecostal and other charismatic Christians make up approximately one quarter of the world's Christian population, but were underrepresented in our sample. Pentecostal and charismatic theology and practice emphasizes the activity of the Holy Spirit (The Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life, 2006) , and thus we might expect them to have a different pattern of responses than the ones presented in this paper, such as having more detailed descriptions of, reporting more self/other overlap with, and feeling more emotions toward the Holy Spirit. Additionally, given the fact that many people show demonstrable discrepancies between their propositional and experiential knowledge of God, there is no reason to assume that people's religious experience is entirely consistent with their theological understanding of the Trinity. By using the Trinity to compare across participants, we may have limited participants' expressions of how they think about God-in fact, many Christians likely do not relate to God in terms of the Trinity in their daily lives, particularly given that it may be a difficult theological concept to grasp (Barrett, 2012; McCauley, 2000) . An alternative manner in which people might think about God is in terms of roles, such as "friend," "mentor," or "creator." These roles may imply different traits and relational tendencies than those associated with the Trinity.
Although the design of the current research used specified God representations across participants (i.e., the Trinity and experiential vs. propositional knowledge), it has provided useful insight into the God representations of Christian individuals beyond simply understanding how people think about the Trinity. It has shown that aspects within the overarching "God" representation are distinct and measureable, and that people respond differently when thinking about God in these ways. As social-cognitive research on self-representations has shown, the relatively stable overarching concept of the self contains differentiated and context-dependent "working selves" (Markus & Kunda, 1986) . Thus, it is not meaningless to think about the overarching concept of the self, but at times it is also useful to "dig deeper" and consider contextdependent selves. Similarly, "God" as an overarching construct is meaningful to religious individuals, but our research indicates that people's understandings of God may also depend on contextual factors (i.e., which way of thinking about God is relevant in a given situation).
These findings may be useful within a therapeutic context. A substantial body of research has investigated how people relate to God, and how that can affect mental health and coping outcomes (e.g., Exline et al., 2011; Pargament, Koenig, & Perez, 2000) . Furthermore, clinical research has shown that changes in religious individuals' God images can help them relate to God in more positive ways (Moriarty & Davis, 2012; Thomas, Moriarty, Davis, & Anderson, 2011) . Our research showing the ways in which people associate different kinds of attributes with different "aspects" of God might therefore be useful in a clinical setting. If, for example, a client thinks about God as having negative attributes (e.g., "judging," "critical"; terms most commonly associated with God the Father), encouraging clients to relate to God in terms of other aspects (e.g., the positive traits most commonly associated with Jesus) may help them to reframe the ways in which they think about and relate to God. Moreover, clients need not conceptualize God in terms of the Trinity alone, but rather this theory could be adapted to the aspects of God that are most relevant for a particular client. Given that most people identify as religious, in the United States (Pew Research Center, 2008) and worldwide (Pew Research Center, 2012) , this research has potential therapeutic uses for a large population of religious believers.
Finally, given that God representations have connections to both individual cognitive/emotional (e.g., Benson & Spilka, 1973; Exline et al., 2011) and behavioral outcomes (e.g., Johnson et al., 2013; Shariff & Norenzayan, 2007) , the current findings have important implications for researchers. For example, participants in an experiment could be accessing any number of contextdependent ways of thinking about God, which could in turn affect the way they respond. If due to the context they are thinking about Jesus (e.g., because they have been primed with images of Jesus) or the Holy Spirit (e.g., because they have been primed with the word "spirit"), they are likely understanding God in a less supernatural way than if they are thinking about God the Father. Thus, while asking about "God" as an overarching representation would not necessarily be problematic for researchers, there are likely cases where researchers will need to be careful to specify "which" God they mean. This will allow researchers to more accurately measure people's representations of God and understand the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral implications of those representations.
